It took 24 hours to abate the condition; further, additional
bolts were required.  In Christensen' s view, this additional
activity wasn't necessary to make the area safe (Tr. 221).

Discussion

I credit MSHA's evidence in resolving the credibility
conflicts in this case.

During the inspecting of this entry Inspector Jones observed
that four roof bolts had "popped" their plates.  This indicated
extreme pressure in the area.  In addition, there is persuasive
evidence that the condition existed for at least a week, probably
longer.  This evidence arises from the inspector's opinion.  It
is further supported by the absence of any of the popped plates
laying in the area, as well as from the imprint on the chain link
fencing caused by the plates.  In short, the most recently in-
stalled roof bolt plates were the ones that failed.

Emery's evidence counters the inspector's view: the
operator's witness felt the bulging in the chain link fencing
presented no long term problem.  I agree, the bulging in the
chain link was not pivitol to the violative condition.  It merely
served to focus attention on this portion of the entry.

Emery's witnesses further  claim the roof, although a problem

area, was adequately supported  by the three different sets of

roof bolts installed with mats   on different occasions.  Some

plates were on the top side of   the chain link.

I credit Inspector Jones' contrary evidence and expertise in
this case.  Jones has been a coal mine inspector for eleven years,
Prior to becoming an inspector he had fifteen years1 experience
as an underground miner including section foreman in the Deer
Creek mine.  He also served as a fire boss (Tr. 15-18).  At the
time of the inspection he was particularly checking the roof and
rib areas.  Witness Tucker further supports the testimony of
inspector Jones.

While Emery's witnesses were experienced in underground
mining I do not consider their expertise to be as persuasive.

In support of its-position, Emery relies on the Commission
decision in Westmoreland Coal Company, 7 FMSHRC 1338 (1985) and
United States Steel Corporation, 6 FMSHRC 1423 (1984).  These
cases are offered in support of Emery' s argument that there was
no violation and, in any event, no unwarrantable failure.  Emery
argues (Tr. 229-230) that it had taken substantial steps to
control the roof in this area.  Further, the problem of the loose

935ounding top.  Jones pointed out to the witness that
